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Family and Children's Service of Richmond is a private, 
non-profit, professional, social-work agency concerned 
with providing services to strengthen families. It 
is over one hundred years old and is supported by the 
United Way of greater Richmond, client fees, donations, 
and grants from public and private organizations. The 
agency acts on behalf of families in the Richmond area 
and develops programs to meet the needs of those 
families. 
The services the agency provides are: 
family and individual counseling 
family life education 
a shelter for youth in flight 
counseling and guidance for adolescent parents 
family advocacy 
intervention concerning child abuse and neglect 
The Family and Children's Service is not totally 
independent, but functions in conjunction with other 
private and public agencies that compose the mental 
heal th and welfare community, (FCSR, 1979, p. 15) 
My main interest lies within the realm of child abuse and neglect, 
Therefore I was especially interested in the program of The Family and 
Children's Service of Richmond which dealt with intervention in cases 
concerning both child abuse and neglect. This program is known as 
the Family Crisis Center, 
"Parents in stress" is the target population of the Family Crisis 
Center. This program is run by Family and Children's Service of 
Richmond and serves an area which includes the Richmond, Henrico, 
Chesterfield and Hanover communities, Professionals as well as trained 
volunteers who work under the supervision of said professionals as 
family counselors, comprise the program staff of the Family Crisis 
Center. (FCSR, 1979, p. 16) 
"Parents in stress'' are individuals who do not feel competent or 
in control in their position as parents. This category also includes 
persons who are prevented from being the type of individual parent that 
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the_y want to be, due to stress provided by various different sources 
in their life. The Family Crisis Center also deals with the abusing 
as well as the neglecting parent. (FCSR, 1979, p. 16) 
How does the Family Crisis Center try to help? There are three 
main facets in this program. First, the entire family is given lots 
of attention in their own home. Families, with the help of the Family 
Crisis Center staff, become involved with other community sources in 
order to improve the condition of their life. The staff is on call 
twenty-four hours a day to the assigned families, and this includes 
the trained volunteers as well. Also, in addition to the individual 
services offered, the Family Crisis Center also provides special group 
programs to the parents, such as S.T.E.P. (Systematic Training for 
Effective Parenting). (FCSR, 1979, p. 16) 
The second facet of this program involves "The training of 
professionals in the community to become more aware of the symptoms 
and needs of the 'parents in stress'" (FCSR, 1979, p. 16). Staff 
members provide training and consultation services for other community-
oriented agencies, organizations and institutions. The final facet of 
the Family Crisis Center program concerns the efforts that are made to 
educate the general public about the characteristics of the "parent in 
stress" and the issues of both child abuse and neglect. Through these 
efforts the public is made aware of the services that are available to 
the "parent in stress", as well as learning "what they can do as bridge 
persons in identifying and assisting 'parents in stress'" (FCSR, 1979, 
p. 16). 
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The Family Crisis Center has two major program goals: 
1. To reach the parents in the greater Richmond 
community who are in need of our services. 
2. To provide services to parents that will result 
in discontinuance of abuse and neglect; that 
will aid in the development of acceptable ways 
of dealing with family stress; and that will 
help them realize and accept their responsi-
bilities as parents, (FCSR, 1979, p. 17) 
This program developed as the "result of the recognition by the 
community of the need for a treatment program to complement the programs 
being provided by the protective service units of the local welfare 
departments and the self-help efforts" (FCSR, 1979, p. 17). The 
United Way of Greater Richmond conducted a comprehensive study whose 
results revealed that a priority item was the providing of services to 
both abusing and neglecting families. This priority need was supported 
by various other organizations as well. The Family and Children's 
Service of Richmond was approached to establish such a program due to 
its success in dealing with families in the greater Richmond area. (FCSR, 
1979, p. 17) 
The Family Crisis Center received funds initially to begin the 
program from St. Paul's Episcopal Church, The Tolerton Foundation, the 
Isaiah 58:12 Committee and the Junior league of Richmond. Presently the 
program receives its funds from a variety of different sources including: 
private fees, Title XX reimbursements, private grants, foundation monies, 
and the United Way of Greater Richmond. (FCSR, 1979, p. 17) 
During the first semester of this academic year I was trained as a 
volunteer lay therapist at the Family Crisis Center, I worked one night 
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a week at the center as a play therapist for the children of clients who 
were taking the Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (S.T.E.P.) 
course. During the course of my volunteer training Claudine Penick, 
the program director of Family Crisis Center, mentioned that no research 
or evaluation had ever been done of the program. This piqued my 
interest, At the beginning of the second semester Mrs. Penick and I 
met several times to discuss my goals and objectives for meeting these 
goals by working at the Family Crisis Center, These discussions 
culminated in my decision to conduct a demographic profile of the clients 
who use the Family Crisis Center. The contracts which were drawn up 
regarding my work at the center and the use of the materials provided 
by the center can be found in Appendix A of this paper. Both contracts 
are in the form of a signed letter: the first contract being addressed 
and sent to Carl D. Rilee, Assistant Executive Director of Family and 
Children's Service of Richmond, and the second contract being addressed 
and sent to Richard J. Long, Executive Director of Family and Children's 
Service of Richmond, 
My purpose in wanting to do this demographic profile was twofold. 
First of all, I wished to do something that would not only benefit 
myself, but the Family Crisis Center as well. By conducting evaluative 
research on the demographic variables of the target population of the 
center I could provide useful information to all those whose main 
concern lies with the clients. Since nothing like this had ever been 
done before, any information on data collected would be useful and 
beneficial to the Family Crisis Center. Conducting such an evaluation 
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also benefited me in several ways: I learned how to conduct data 
collection for evaluation purposes and this endeavor also provided me 
with the opportunity to perfect my skills in using the computer 
language SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) for 
evaluating the data once it had been collected. However, one of the 
greatest benefits I received came from working with the people at the 
center. I wanted to do some work at the Family Crisis Center because I 
am interested in the functioning of a social program for the community. 
I have been accepted at the Virginia Commonwealth University's Graduate 
School of Social Work to pursue my Master of Social Work degree in 
social planning. I therefore feel that any eXJ)osure that I can have 
to a variety of social programs will help me in the furtherance of my 
educational goals, Working and spending time at the center has provided 
me with a "feel" for the way in which social programs for the community 
are conducted, Such experiences have been invaluable to me. 
I used the information contained on the clients' program cards for 
providing the center with a demographic profile of the types of individuals 
who use the Family Crisis Center. Upon my request, Claudine Penick 
provided me with a list of the variables that the center was interested 
in for each family. Also included on this list was the method by which 
each variable was to be categorized and divided, A copy of this list 
may be found in Appendix B. 
It was then mutually decided between Claudine Penick and myself 
that the following data from the variable list that she provided me would 
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be recorded for each case: 
1. Incoming Month: 2. Sex of Primary Parent: 
January July Male 
February August Female 
March September Not Applicable 
April October 
May November 
June December 
3. Age of Primary Parent 4. Number of Children 
5, Level of Primary Child: 6. Education Level of Primary Parent: 
Infant, 0-12 months No education 
Preschool, 1-5 years of age Grades 1-6 
Schoolage, 6-12 years of age Grades7-9 
Adolescent, 13-17 years of age G.rades 10-12 
1-3 years of college 
College graduate 
Beyond college 
Technical school 
7, Job Status of Primary Parent: 8. Race: 
Employed Black 
Unemployed White 
Asian 
Other 
9, Religion: 10. Marital Status: 
Protestant Married couple 
Catholic Unmarried couple 
Jewish Widowed 
Other Divorced 
Seperated 
Single 
Deserted 
Other 
11. Presenting Problem/Focus: 12. Location: 
Physical Abuse Richmorrl City 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect Hanover County 
Physical Neglect Henrico County 
Sexual Abuse - Family Member Chesterfield County 
Prevention Other 
Sexual Abuse - Other 
13, Zipcode of Area Served: 
23220-23234 
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14. Income Level: 
0-3,9W-
4,000-5,999 
6,000-8,999 
9 ,000-11, 999 
12 ,000-13 I 999 
14,000-15,999 
16,000 and over 
As can be seen, fourteen different data points of interest were collected 
for each case. These different variables were chosen because it was felt 
that they would provide the most useful information for the staff of the 
Family Crisis Center, as well as being readily available on each client's 
program card, A sample program card from which the data for this 
study was obtained may be found in Appendix C of this paper. 
It was decided by the administrators of the Family Crisis Center 
that I would collect my data from the 1980 clients of the center, The 
number of clients for this year totaled approximately 135 cases, (This 
is by no means a random sample and therefore subject to the restrictions 
of a nonrandom sample,) Before conducting my data collection it was 
necessary for me to determine my place in the organizational structure so 
that I would know where I fitted into the hierarchy and to whom I would 
report, The following is a diagram of the organizational structure of 
the staff and administration of the Family Crisis Center: 
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Director of Community Services 
i 
Prrj,ct Director (Claudine Penick) 
(Myself) Hbnors Student 
---..------~-----11-_____ S_e_c r_e-tar_y ___ _____ _ 
Hoke Nu1se Clinical 
Social 
Workers 
Social 
Work 
Students 
Care 
Worker 
Coordinator of Support 
~ces 
Assistant C.S.S. 
Volunteers (FCSR, 1979, p. 18) 
As can be seen from this diagram I reported directly to Claudine Penick. 
Whenever I had a problem or needed some things done, she was the person 
within this organization whom I contacted, She had the flexibility 
and authority to move anywhere in the structure and get me the things 
that I needed. 
The data collection process lasted approximately three weeks. I 
went to the Family Crisis Center two days a week for a couple of hours 
at a time and collected the data off of the clients' program cards. All 
of the data collected was directly coded onto a Fortran pad, The clients 
were then checked off on a Master List of names when all of the necessary 
information had been collected from their files. During the data collection 
process all of the materials that I used were kept at the Family Crisis 
Center in order to guarantee client confidentiality, Once the data collection 
was completed I took the Fortran sheets of coded data and punched all of the 
necessary computer cards. I then ran two computer programs: frequencies and 
crosstabs, These two Statistical Package for the Social Sciences programs 
provided me with the way to accurately and effectively interpret the data 
that I had collected. (The evaluation and interpretation of the collected 
data will follow shortly in this paper.) 
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Before getting into the evaluation and interpretation of the data 
collected from the 1980 clients of the Family Crisis Center, I wish to 
acknowledge the help and guidance of several individuals. I want to 
express much gratitude and thanks to Dr. L. James Tromater, Associate 
Professor of Psychology at the University of Richmond, for all of his 
support and faith in me and my project; much thanks also goes to Claudine 
Penick, who always came through whenever I needed something done; and 
finally lots of thanks to Sandra Stewart, who was always cheerful even 
when everything was in a state of pandemonium. Without their help this 
project would have been difficult for me to complete. Also a special 
note of gratitude to all the individuals of the Family Crisis Center who 
allowed me to work among them, they helped to make this experience a 
pleasurable one, 
When reviewing the information provided by the analyses of the 
collected data, it is necessary to keep several points in mind: 
1, The sample is not random, therefore the results 
obtained may be applicable only to clients of the 
Family Crisis Center for the year of 1980. 
2, On variables where there exist numerous cases of 
missing data, the evaluation made may be inaccurate. 
3, Where there are small numbers of cases in the cells 
of a contingency table, the validity of such an 
analysis may be suspect. 
4. This evaluation does not include all of the clients of 
the Family Crisis Center for the year of 1980. Due to 
insufficient data approximately 35 of the cases had to 
be thrown out, leaving 105 cases available for analysis, 
5, Due to the relatively small sample, the best use of 
this data is descriptive. Descriptions of clients may 
be obtained, but the predictive ability of this 
information is questionable. 
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The first analysis that was run on the collected data was a 
frequencies analysis, In the frequencies analysis every variable is 
done seperately. For each category of the variable the following 
information is provided: absolute frequency, relative frequency 
(percentage), adjusted frequency (percentage), and cumulative frequency 
(percentage). What follows in this paper is the description of the 
frequency distribution for each variable, 
1. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Incoming Month 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
10 
12 
7 
4 
8 
9 
10 
5 
14 
13 
6 
7 
Adjusted F (%) 
9,5 
11.4 
6.7 
3,8 
7.6 
8.6 
9.5 
4.8 
13.3 
12.4 
5,7 
6.7 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Rank 
Order 
4,5 
3 
8.5 
12 
7 
6 
4.5 
11 
1 
2 
10 
8,5 
September was the month in which the Family Crisis Center received 
the most new incoming cases (14 cases or 13,3% of all cases for 1980), 
October followed with 13 cases or 12.4% of all cases for 1980, February 
with 11.4% of all cases (12 cases incoming that month) was third and 
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July and January tied for fourth with each month accounting for 9.5% 
of all the cases for the year of 1980. During these five months 56.1% 
(or 59 cases) of all the 1980 cases came into the Family Crisis Center. 
The last column of the table ranks the months in order of magnitude, with 
one indicating the month with the greatest number of incoming cases 
into the Family Crisis Center and twelve indicating the month with the 
fewest number of incoming cases. Perhaps with this overview of the 
pattern of movement in the center, the trends of activity can be noted 
and planned for so that in the busier months the Family Crisis Center 
will not be caught off gua:rd. 
2. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Sex of Primary Parent 
Male 
Female 
N/A 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
15 
88 
2 
Adjusted F 
(%) 
14,3 
8J.8 
1.9 
Note.Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Rank 
Order 
2 
1 
3 
As can be seen from this chart, BJ.8% of the primary parents in 1980 
to utilize this service were female. Males represented 14,3% of the 
primary parents in 1980 who came to the Family Crisis Center, N/A 
signifies non-applicable and was used only in the cases of sexual abuse 
by someone outside of the family structure (sexual abuse - 0), As 
can be seen, only 1.9% of all primary parents for 1980 fell into this 
category, This suggests that the major emphasis of the treatment should 
be directed towards the female parent, since it is she with whom the 
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Family Crisis Center deals the most. Perhaps these results are reflective 
of the fact that women tend to be the primary care givers to the children 
and are therefore the ones to most likely experience frustrations and 
subsequently seek help coping. However, this statistic may also reflect 
the notion that it is easier and more acceptable for females to seek 
help than it is for males to do so in our society. The Family Crisis 
Center might consider developing special programs for men to teach them 
parenting skills, disciplining skills et cetera, for it seems to me 
that ideally both parents (if they are available) should be responsible 
for their child's care and upbringing. 
J. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Age of Primary Parent 
15 
18 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
32 
JJ 
34 
35 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
1 
1 
4 
5 
7 
7 
4 
7 
5 
3 
3 
6 
6 
9 
2 
5 
3 
Adjusted F (%) 
1.0 
1.0 
4.0 
5 .1 
7.1 
7.1 
4.o 
7,1 
5.1 
3.0 
3.0 
6.1 
6.1 
9.1 
2.0 
5,1 
J,0 
Rank 
Ord.er 
25.5 
25.5 
10.5 
8 
3 
3 
10,5 
3 
8 
14.5 
14,5 
5,5 
5.5 
1 
19,5 
8 
14.5 
(Table continued on next page) 
36 
37 
38 
40 
41 
43 
44 
47 
48 
50 
.52 
.58 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
2 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Adjusted F (%) 
2.0 
3.0 
3,0 
2.0 
2.0 
3,0 
LO 
LO 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
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Rank 
Order 
19.5 
14,5 
14,5 
19.5 
19.5 
14,5 
25.5 
25.5 
25.5 
25,5 
25 . .5 
25.5 
Note.Number of Missing Cases: 6/5.7% 
It is interesting to note from this chart the range in the ages of 
the primary parents served in 1980 at the Family Crisis Center: from 
15 to 58 years of age. A majority of the cases, .51,6%, had a primary 
parent between 20 and 29 years of age. This suggests that perhaps the 
program should gear itself towards working with the younger parents, 
al though as these statistics show, there is no age limit for the "parent 
in stress." Parents who are having difficulty coping are just as likely 
to be young as they are to be old. However, caution should be taken 
when looking at this data, due to the fact that six cases or 5,7% of 
the data was missing from the analysis. While six cases would be 
negligible in a larger sample, in a sample of this size the effect is 
more noticable and therefore needs to be considered when looking at the 
statistics for 1980. 
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4. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Number of Children in the Family 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
10 
11 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
26 
31 
29 
10 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Adjusted F (%) 
24.8 
29.5 
27.6 
9,5 
2,9 
1.9 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
Note.Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Rank 
Order 
) 
1 
2 
4 
5 
6 
8,5 
8,5 
8.5 
8.5 
In 1980, 81.9% of all the families served by the Family Crisis 
Center were either one, two, or three children families. The relatively 
low frequency of families with four or mare children seems to be 
indicative of the national trend towards decreasing the size of families 
in the United States. These statistics also show that as the size of 
the family increases, the incidence of seeking aid for parenting decreases. 
This trend can be explained in one of two ways: that smaller families 
are more difficult for parents to handle or that in small families the 
parents are more likely to seek aid in solving their problems. Although 
both explanations are plausible, the latter seems more possible. It also 
appears that when parents have more than one child (up to the level of 
three children) it becomes more difficult for them to cope. Such 
information may be useful when planning for family therapy and counseling. 
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5. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Level of Primary Child 
Infant 
Preschool 
Schoolage 
Adolescent 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
12 
47 
36 
10 
Adjusted F 
(%) 
11.4 
44.8 
J4.J 
9.5 
Rank 
Order 
3 
1 
2 
3 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
In 1980, 79.1% of the primary children (focus of potential or 
actual abuse and neglect) were between the ages of one and twelve. This 
fact is surprising to me, for I would have thought that new parents 
especially would encounter more frustrations in coping with an infant 
than with an older child. However children up to the age of twelve 
appear to be the focus of potential or actual abuse and neglect for 
the 1980 clients of the Family Crisis Center. This could be due to 
the fact that as children become older they begin to assert their 
independence more and follow the commands of their parents less. This 
could lead to frustration and an inability to cope on the part of the 
parent. Developmental child courses and effective parenting seminars 
may be useful in alleviating this problem. It is also interesting to 
note that children of all ages are subject to abuse and neglect. 
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6. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Education Level of Primary Parent 
No Education 
Grade 1-6 
Grades 7-9 
- Grades 10-12 
1-3 years of college 
College graduate 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
1 
6 
15 
57 
7 
2 
Adjusted F (%) 
1.1 
6.8 
17.0 
64.8 
8.0 
2.3 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 17/16.2% 
Rank 
Order 
6 
4 
2 
1 
3 
5 
From the chart it can be seen that 64.8% of the primary parents 
served by the Family Crisis Center in 1980 had attended and presumably 
completed grades ten, eleven, or twelve. While an additional 17,0% 
of the primary parents had attended and presumably completed grades 
seven, eight, or nine. Therefore 81,8% of all the primary parents had 
at least attended and completed school beyond the sixth grade grammar 
school level. These statistics seem to dispell the notion that child 
abuse and neglect only occurs among uneducated individuals. Only 1.1% 
of all primary parents had no education what-so-ever (one case out of 88) 
and2.J% were college graduates, while another 8.0% had attended one to 
three years of college. However, when reviewing these statistics two 
points must be kept in mind: (1) that in 17 cases (or 16.2%) the data 
was missing, which can lead to inaccurate results; and (2) that the 
true education level of the individual primary parent is impossible to 
determine due to the grouping of grade levels, and the lack of 
distinguishing between attendance in and completion of a grade level. 
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7. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Job Status of Primary Parent 
Employed 
Unemployed 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
43 
54 
Adjusted F 
(%) 
44.3 
55,7 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 8/?.6% 
Rank 
Ord.er 
2 
1 
Although 55.7% of the primary parents treated by the Family Crisis 
Center were unemployed, 44,3% of these parents did have a job. This 
difference was not as large as I had expected, I had thought that a 
greater percentage of the primary parents would have been unemployed. 
I feel that my perceptions reflect accurately the biases of society in 
general. It's time to realize that child abuse and neglect is not a 
phemonema of only the poor and unemployed. Abusing and neglecting 
parents (or parents who have this potential) are just as likely to be 
employed as unemployed. It should be noted however, when looking at 
these statistics, that 7.6% of the cases had this data missing. This 
fact may alter the accuracy of the results. 
8, Frequency Distribution of the Variable Race of Family 
Black 
White 
Asian 
Other 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
43 
52 
2 
2 
Adjusted F (%) 
4J.4 
52.5 
2.0 
2.0 
Rank 
Order 
2 
1 
3.5 
3.5 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 6/5.7% 
-
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It can be determined from the chart that 52,5% of all families 
served by the Family Crisis Center in 1980 were white, while 43,4% of 
the families were black. This distribution approximates the almost 
50-50 ratio of blacks and whites presently living in the city of Richmond 
and the surrounding areas. Asian and other minorities such as the 
Hispanics accounted for 4.0% of all families seen in 1980 at the Family 
Crisis Center. It was surprising for me to learn that the incidence of 
abuse and neglect (or the potential for this to occur) was greater 
among whites than among blacks. The biases that I have formed would have 
led me to believe that the opposite was true. I believe that my biases 
also reflect the biases of society and this indicates to me that public 
education about child abuse and neglect is warranted. Nevertheless, it 
is essential to realize that 5,7% of the 1980 cases provided no data 
concerning the race of the family. 
9, Frequency Distribution for the Variable Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Other 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
55 
8 
1 
2 
Adjusted F (%) 
83.3 
12.1 
1.5 
3.0 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 39/37,1% 
Rank 
Order 
1 
2 
4 
3 
In 83,8% of the cases that reported relgion for the Family Crisis 
Center in 1980, that religion was Protestant (Baptist, Methodist, 
Episcopalian et cetera.) This is not surprising considering the 
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southern Baptist tradition of the Richmond area, However, I feel that 
it is impossible to conclude from this data that Protestants have a 
greater incidence of or potential for child abuse or neglect, due to 
the fact that 37,1% of the cases had religion information missing. Such 
a large percentage makes this statistic relatively meaningless. Also 
the fact that this sample was taken from a city in the south would tend 
to bias the results against Protestants. These points should be kept 
in mind when reviewing these statistics. 
10. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Marital Status 
Married couple 
Unmarried couple 
Widowed 
Divorced 
Seperated 
Single 
Deserted 
Other 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
52 
6 
2 
14 
18 
9 
1 
3 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Adjusted F (%) 
49,5 
5.7 
1.9 
13.3 
17.1 
8.6 
1.0 
2.9 
Rank 
Order 
1 
5 
7 
3 
2 
4 
8 
6 
For the type of family structure served by the Family Crisis 
Center in 1980, 49,5% of the family units were of the style married 
couple with child(ren). The next largest category, accounting for 
17,1% of all cases, was that of seperated parent with child(ren). 13,3% 
of all cases in 1980 were of families consisting of a divorced parent 
and child(ren). The large percentage of .married couples seems to 
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indicate that programs designed for two-parent families are essential. 
Also, considering the fact that 30.4% of the parents are either 
seperated or divorced, perhaps programs dealing with these parents' 
special needs should be established (e.g. alimony; child support; 
visitation rights et cetera.) 
11. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Focus/Presenting Problem 
Physical Abuse 
Emotional Abuse, 
Neglect 
Physical Neglect 
Sexual Abuse - F 
Prevention 
Sexual A bu se - 0 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
25 
19 
11 
6 
-
41 
3 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Adjusted F (%) 
23.8 
18.1 
10.5 
5,7 
39,0 
2,9 
Rank 
Order 
2 
3 
·-4 
5 
1 
6 
As can be seen from the chart, 39% of all the cases seen by the 
Family Crisis Center in 1980 were treated for prevention. This category 
represented the single largest area of focus. 23.8% of the cases seen 
in 1980 were treated by the center for physical abuse. Emotional 
abuse and neglect cases accounted for 18.1% of the families treated in 
1980. Physical neglect and sexual abuse by someone inside of the family 
structure (sexual abuse - F) or outside of the family structure (sexual 
abuse - 0) were the focus of 19.1% of the 1980 cases. As the data 
clearly show, prevention appears to be one of the primary presenting 
problems of the cases seen at the Family.Crisis Center. A good portion 
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of the efforts must therefore be channeled in that direction, It 
appears that programs directed towards physical abuse should also be 
established. Generally, when one hears the term "child abuser," one 
thinks of the person who physically abuses his child, I have since 
learned that child abuse and neglect come in a variety of form:;. I 
feel that it is important for the public to be made aware of this so 
that the frequency of such occurrences may eventually decrease, 
12, Frequency Distribution for the Variable Location 
Richmond City 
Hanover County 
Henrico County 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
76 
6 
20 
Chesterfield County 2 
Other 1 
Adjusted F (%) 
72 .4-
5,7 
19,0 
1.9 
1.0 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Rank 
Order 
1 
3 
2 
4-
5 
An overwhelming majority of the 1980 cases, 72,4%, were families 
who lived in the city of Richmond. 27,6% of all families served by 
the Family Crisis Center in 1980 lived in Hanover, Henrico and 
Chesterfield counties as well as in other areas of the state, However, 
it is incorrect to assume that there are more cases of child abuse and 
neglect (or potential for such abuse) in Richmond than anywhere else 
in the state, These statistics reflect the fact that the Family Crisis 
Center reaches and serves a number of families that live in the city of 
Richmond, 
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13, Freq_uency Distribution for the Variable Zipcod.e of Area Served 
23220 
23221 
23222 
23223 
23224 
23225 
23226 
23227 
23228 
23229 
23230 
23231 
23233 
23234 
Note, 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
10 
2 
11 
13 
8 
3 
5 
2 
4 
5 
2 
6 
1 
6 
Number of Missing 
Adjusted F Rank 
Order (%) 
12.8 3 
2.6 12 
14.1 2 
16.7 1 
10.3 4 
3,8 10 
6.4 7,5 
2.6 12 
5,1 9 
6.4 7,5 
2.6 12 
7.7 5,5 
1.3 14 
7,7 5,5 
Cases: 27/25,7% 
In order to be able to determine more specifically the areas 
served by the Family Crisis Center in 1980, the zipcod.e of each client 
was collected and tabulated, yielding the chart above, As can be 
seen from the chart, 16.7% of all cases in 1980 came from the area of 
the East End Station (23223). The next largest area served was the 
Northside Station (23222) with 14.1% of the cases. This was followed 
by the Saunders Station area (23220) and the Southside station area 
(23224) with 12.8% and 10,3% of all the 1980 cases respectively. These 
four areas combined accounted for 53.9% of all cases seen at the Family 
Crisis Center in 1980, While these results are interesting, they 
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should be viewed with a note of caution as in 2.5,7% of the cases this 
information was missing. The effect of such a large amount of missing 
data makes this statistic almost meaningless. (For a better idea of 
the location of these areas, please see the map of zipcodes which is 
located in Appendix D of this paper,) 
14. Frequency Distribution for the Variable Income Level 
0-3,999 
4,000-.5,999 
6,000-8,999 
9,000-11,999 
12,000-13,999 
14,000-15,999 
16,000 and over 
Absolute F 
(n of cases) 
28 
16 
22 
7 
.5 
3 
.5 
Adjusted F (%) 
32,6 
18.6 
2.5.6 
8,1 
.5,8 
3,5 
.5 .8 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 19/18.1% 
Rank 
Order 
1 
3 
2 
4 
.5,.5 
7 
5,5 
As can be seen from this chart, J2.6% of the families served by the 
Family Crisis Center in 1980 received or earned less than three 
thousand. dollars a year. Those who received or earned between 4,000 
and 5,999 dollars a year accounted for 18.6% of the families, while 
2.5,6% of the families received or earned between 6,000 and 8,999 
dollars a year, Together these three groups represent 76,8% of all 
the families served by the Family Crisis Center in 198o, It should be 
kept in mind however that this variable does not distinguish between 
income earned through employment and income received through such sources 
as Aid to Dependent Children (ADC). While this statistic should be 
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viewed with caution due to the fact that 18.1% of the cases reviewed 
had this data missing, it is interesting to note that in 5.8% of the 
cases the annual income exceeded 16,000 dollars. This figure tends 
to dispell the notion that child abuse and neglect occur only among 
the poor. Such a tragedy can occur at any socio-economic level, and 
I believe that the public needs to be made aware of this fact. 
The second analysis that was run on the data collected from the 
Family Crisis Center was a crosstabs analysis. "A crosstabulation 
(also referred to as a contingenc_x table) is a joint frequency 
distribution of cases as defined El the categories of two or~ 
variables'' (Klecka, Nie, and Hull, 1975, p. 70). For this specific 
data that was collected, contingency tables were set up for each 
variable to be associated with the variable of focus/presenting problem. 
This analysis resulted in thirteen tables which reflect the degree of 
association between the two variables represented in the table. The 
number that appears in each cell represents the actual number of cases 
which fall into the category described by both variables, As before, 
the reader should keep in mind the limits of the analysis and interpretation 
which were stated earlier in this paper. A discussion of the contingency 
tables follows. 
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15, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Incoming Month 
Jan, Feb, March April May June 
Physical 7 0 0 2 3 3 Abuse 
Emotional 
Abuse, 0 1 1 0 2 0 
Neglect 
Physical 1 3 2 2 0 1 Neglect 
Sexual 0 0 0 0 0 2 Abuse 
- F 
Prevention 2 7 4 0 3 3 
Sexual 0 1 0 0 0 0 Abuse - 0 
July Aug, Sept. Oct, Nov. Dec, 
Physical 1 1 2 4 1 1 Abuse 
Emotional 
Abuse, 5 1 5 0 0 4 
Neglect 
Physical 1 0 0 0 1 0 Neglect 
Sexual 1 0 0 2 1 0 Abuse - F 
Prevention 2 3 7 6 2 2 
Sexual 0 0 0 1 1 0 Abuse - 0 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 0 
In 1980, the greatest number of physical abuse cases came into 
the Family Crisis Center in the month of January, From the table it 
can be seen that July and September are the two months in which the 
cases of emotional abuse and neglect came into the center with the 
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greatest frequency. February was the month in which the most cases of 
physical abuse were incoming. The most cases of sexual abuse by a 
member within the family structure came into the Family Crisis Center 
in the months of June and October. February and September were the 
months in which the incoming cases of prevention were the greatest. 
The sexual abuse cases involving a person outside of the family structure 
occurred in the months of February, October, and November, February 
appears to be an important month for three of the six presenting 
problems treated by the Family Crisis Center, and this fact is confirmed 
when it is realized that according to the frequency distribution 11.4% 
of all cases for 1980 were incoming in that month. This table may 
prove useful in helping the center prepare for the periods of greatest 
activity, 
16. A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Sex of Primary Parent 
Male Female N/A 
Physical Abuse 6 19 0 
Emotional Abuse, 2 17 0 Neglect 
Physical Neglect 1 10 0 
Sexual Abuse - F 2 3 1 
Prevention 4 37 0 
Sexual Abuse - 0 0 2 1 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
As can be seen from the contingency table, in the cases of physical 
abuse for 1980, more women than men were treated by the Family Crisis 
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Center as primary parents. This was also the case in the instances of 
physical neglect, emotional abuse and neglect, as well as in the cases 
seen at the center for prevention purposes, When the presenting 
problem was sexual abuse with a person within the family structure 
males and. females were the primary parents almost as often, with females 
just slightly more frequent than males. The statistics reported under 
the category of sexual abuse - 0 are erroneous and. reflect an error in 
the data collection on the part of the researcher. As was previously 
noted in the frequency distribution tables, all cases of sexual abuse 
involving a person outside of the family structure were coded with 
non-applicable for sex of the primary parent. Therefore there should 
be a three in that cell of the table, It is important to note that 
although in all of the categories of presenting problem the female 
was the primary parent rather than the male, this reflects the fact 
that BJ.8% of the primary parents were female compared to 14,3% of the 
primary parents that were male. 
17, A Contingency Table of Age of Primary Parent by Presenting Problem 
1.5 
18 
20 
21 
22 
23 
Physical 
Abuse 
0 
0 
2 
J 
1 
J 
Emotional 
Abuse, 
Neglect 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
Physical 
Neglect 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
Sexual Prevention 
Abuse - F 
0 1 
0 1 
0 1 
0 1 
0 6 
0 2 
(chart continued on the next page) 
Sexual 
Abuse - 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Physical 
Abuse 
Emotional 
Abuse, 
Neglect 
Physical 
Neglect 
Sexual Prevention 
Abuse - F 
Sexual 
Abuse - O 
24 0 0 1 0 3 
2.5 0 1 2 0 3 
26 l 0 1 0 3 
27 0 0 1 0 2 
28 0 0 1 0 2 
29 2 2 1 0 1 
30 0 2 1 0 3 
32 .5 1 0 1 1 
33 0 2 0 0 0 
34 0 1 0 1 3 
3.5 1 1 0 0 1 
36 1 0 0 0 1 
37 1 0 0 0 2 
38 0 2 1 0 0 
40 0 0 0 0 2 
41 1 0 1 0 0 
43 1 2 0 0 0 
44 0 0 0 1 0 
47 1 0 0 0 0 
48 0 0 0 1 0 
50 0 1 0 0 0 
.52 0 0 0 1 0 
58 0 0 0 0 1 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 6 
As can be seen in this contingency table, for 1980 in the cases 
of physical abuse treated by the Family Crisis Center the age of 32 for 
the primary parent had the highest frequency of occurrence. The ages of 
29, 30, 33, 38, and 43 had the highest frequency among primary parents 
in the emotional abuse and neglect cases. In the cases of physical 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Demographic Profile 
29 
neglect recorded for 1980, the greatest occurring age for the primary 
parent was that of 25 years, For the five cases of sexual abuse 
involving a person within the family structure, the ages of the primary 
parent were: 32, 34, 44, 48, and 52 years, The age of 22 for the 
primary parent occurred with greatest frequency in the cases of prevention 
treated by the Family Crisis Center in 1980, In two of the sexual abuse 
cases involving individuals outside of the family structure, 25 and 32 
were the ages of the primary parents, While this data is interesting, 
nothing conclusive may be determined from it due to the fact that there 
are many cells with no data, and that there were pieces of data missing 
from the analysis, 
18, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Number of Children 
in the Family 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 
Physical Abuse 6 8 5 3 2 D D 0 1 
Emotional Abuse, 3 5 9 2 0 0 0 0 0 Neglect 
Physical Neglect 0 2 Li- 2 0 2 1 0 0 
Sexual Abuse - F 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Prevention 15 14 8 3 0 0 0 1 0 
Sexual Abuse - 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 0 
11 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
As can be seen by the table, for 1980, families with two children 
accounted for the highest frequency of physical abuse cases treated at 
the Family Crisis Center, In the area of emotional abuse and neglect, 
the highest frequency of cases occu:rred in families with three children. 
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This same trend was found in cases of physical neglect as well, Sexual 
abuse involving a family member occurred with equal frequency in families 
with one and three children, Single child families (followed closely by 
those families with two children) accounted for the greatest frequency of 
prevention cases seen at the Family Crisis Center. In 1980, the cases of 
a child being sexually abused by someone outside of the family unit 
occurred in families with two, three, and five children, Once again, 
the reader is cautioned against making any predictions from this data, 
due to its tenuous base, 
19, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Level of Primary Child 
Infant Preschool Schoolage Adolescent 
Physical Abuse 2 10 10 3 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect 0 8 8 3 
Physical Neglect 1 5 4 1 
Sexual Abuse - F 0 3 2 1 
Prevention 9 20 10 2 
Sexual Abuse - 0 0 1 2 0 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 0 
In 1980 the greatest frequency of physical abuse and emotional 
abuse and neglect cases occurred when the level of the primary child was 
either preschool or schoolage, Physical neglect, cases of sexual abuse 
involving an individual from within the family unit, and treatment for 
prevention all occurred with highest frequency when the level of the 
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primary child was that of preschool, Schoolage children were found to 
be involved in the most cases of sexual abuse involving an outsider, 
It is interesting to note that the preschool age child seems to be the 
focus of a lot of the presenting problems. In fact, 44.8% of all the 
cases seen by the Family Crisis Center in 1980 involved a preschool age 
child as the primary child to receive attention, While no predictions 
can be made, this trend is definitely noteworthy. 
20, ~ Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Education Level 
of Primary Parent 
No Grades Grades 
Education 1-6 7-9 
Grades 
10-12 
1-J years College 
of college Graduate 
Physical Abuse 1 2 2 15 0 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect 0 2 J 10 2 
Physical Neglect 0 1 1 5 0 
Sexual Abuse - F 0 0 2 2 0 
Prevention 0 1 7 24 4 
Sexual Abuse - 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 17 
As can be seen from this contingency table the greatest number of 
primary parents involved in all six categories of presenting problem, 
physical abuse, emotional abuse and neglect, physical neglect, prevention, 
and sexual abuse involving either a person inside or outside of the 
family structure, had an educational level of between ten and twelve years 
of schooling, In only two categories, sexual abuse involving a family 
member and sexual abuse involving an outsider, were there other educational 
levels of primary parents equal to that of grades ten to twelve, 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
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In the former category, parents with an educational level of grades 
seven to nine appear with equal frequency, and in the latter category 
the primary parents had an educational level of one to three yea:rs of 
college. One trend is apparent and should therefore be commented upon: 
primary parents whose educational level is between ten and twelve years 
of schooling represent the largest number of parents in each category. 
Indeed, 64,8% of all primary parents in the 1980 sample of clients of 
the Family Crisis Center had attained this educational level, While 
this trend is noteworthy, it should be viewed with caution, as previously 
stated in this paper, 
21, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Job Status of 
Primary Parent 
Employed Unemployed 
Physical Abuse 12 10 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect 6 13 
Physical Neglect 3 8 
Sexual Abuse - F 3 2 
Prevention 1? 20 
Sexual Abuse - 0 2 1 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 8 
In 1980, the greatest number of primary parents in physical abuse 
cases treated at the Family Crisis Center were employed. This was also 
the case for occurrences of sexual abuse involving a family member or an 
outside individual. However, an opposite trend was seen in the following 
instances: emotional abuse and neglect cases, cases of physical neglect, 
and in prevention treatment. In these cases the primary parent involved 
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was more likely to be unemployed. While nothing conclusive may be 
determined due to the data base of this study and its imposed limitations, 
it is interesting to note that a trend does exist concerning the types 
of pa.renting problems employed versus unemployed pa.rents have. These 
findings suggest that perhaps further study is warranted in this area. 
22, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Race of Primary Pa.rent 
Black White Asian Other 
Physical Abuse 12 10 2 1 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect 8 10 0 0 
Physical Neglect 4 7 0 0 
Sexual Abuse - F 4 1 0 0 
Prevention 13 23 0 1 
Sexual Abuse - 0 2 1 0 0 
Note. Number of Missing Cases: 6 
Both black and white primary parents seen at the Family Crisis 
Center in 1980 accounted for the greatest number of parents in physical 
abuse cases, with black primary parents being slightly more predominant. 
This trend continued in the cases of sexual abuse with a family member or 
with a person outside of the family, where primary parents in these cases 
tended to be black. However, in cases involving emotional abuse and 
neglect, physical neglect, and prevention treatment, the primary parent 
tended to be white. Once again a trend is apparent concerning the types 
of parenting problems that primary parents of different races have, While 
no predictions or assumptions can be made, further study is indicated, 
especially in the area of prevention treatment, 
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23, A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Religion 
Protestant Catholic Jewish Other 
Physical Abuse 12 1 0 2 
Emotional Abuse, Neglect 11 2 0 0 
Physical Neglect ? 0 0 0 
Sexual Abuse - F 3 0 0 0 
Prevention 20 5 1 0 
Sexual Abuse - 0 2 0 0 0 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 39 
As can be seen from this contingency table, in all cases seen in 
1980 at the Family Crisis Center involving physical abuse, emotional 
abuse and neglect, physical neglect, sexual abuse whether with a family 
member or involving an outside individual, or prevention treatment, 
almost all of the primary parents were of the Protestant faith (e.g. 
Baptist, Methodist, Episcopalian et cetera.) This is not to say that 
only parents who are Protestants have problems in parenting. Rather, 
this statistic should be considered in light of two seperate phenomena: 
(1) that Richmond is southern Baptist territory (heavily Protestant); 
and (2) that there is an enormous amount of information missing which 
distorts the data that has been collected, This table should be viewed 
with caution, even if only for descriptive purposes, 
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24. A Continrency Table of Presenting Problem by Marital Status 
Physical Abuse 
Emotional Abuse, 
Neglect 
Physical Neglect 
Sexual Abuse - F 
Prevention 
Sexual Abuse - 0 
Physical Abuse 
Emotional Abuse, 
Neglect 
-----
Physical Neglect 
Sexual Abuse - F 
Prevention 
-
Sexual Abuse - 0 
Married Unmarried Widowed Divorced Seperated 
Couple 
13 2 1 1 6 
10 0 0 4 2 
6 1 0 1 3 
3 0 0 2 0 
18 3 1 5 7 
2 0 0 1 0 
Single Deserted Other 
1 0 1 
1 1 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
7 0 0 
0 0 0 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 0 
For the 1980 clients of the Family Crisis Center, in all types of 
cases (physical abuse, emotional abuse and neglect, physical neglect, 
sexual abuse with family member, prevention treatment, sexual abuse 
involving on outsider), the majority of the primary parents formed a 
part of a married couple, This fact is not surprising considering that 
49,5% of all primary parents were classified as being a part of a married 
couple. However, this does not mean that only families in which both 
parents are present have problems, It would be interesting to determine 
if primary parents in different lifestyle situations have different 
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parenting problems. In order to be able to answer this and other 
questions however, more research needs to be done utilizing a greater 
data base, 
25. A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Location 
Physical Abuse 
Emotional Abuse, 
Neglect 
Physical Neglect 
Sexual Abuse - F 
-
Prevention 
Sexual Abuse - 0 
Richmond 
City 
19 
12 
8 
6 
29 
2 
Hanover 
County 
1 
2 
2 
0 
1 
0 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 0 
Henrico 
County 
5 
4 
1 
0 
9 
1 
Chesterfield 
County 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
Other 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
The city of Richmond was the place of residence for a majority of 
families involved in all types of cases (physical abuse, emotional 
abuse and neglect, physical neglect, all instances of sexual abuse, and 
prevention treatment,) This is not to be interpreted to mean that only 
people living in the city of Richmond have parenting problems, Rather, 
this statistic is a result of the fact that 72.4% of all families seen 
by the Family Crisis Center in 1980 lived in Richmond city proper, These 
statistics tend to indicate that perhaps the services of the Family 
Crisis Center need to be extended more fully into other areas, 
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26, A Contingency Table of Zipcodes of Areas Served by Presenting Problem 
23220 
23221 
23222 
23223 
23224 
23225 
23226 
23227 
23228 
23229 
232.30 
23231 
23233 
23234 
Physical 
Abuse 
3 
1 
5 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
2 
0 
2 
0 
2 
Emotional 
Abuse, 
Neglect 
0 
0 
3 
4 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
Physical 
Neglect 
1 
0 
1 
2 
1 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
~• Number of Missing Cases: 27 
Sexual Prevention 
Abuse - F 
0 5 
0 1 
0 2 
1 3 
1 4 
1 1 
0 3 
0 1 
0 1 
0 2 
0 1 
0 3 
0 1 
0 2 
Sexual 
Abuse -0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
In 1980, the greatest frequency of physical abuse cases seen at 
the Family Crisis Center were of clients who lived in the area of the 
Northside station (23222), In the area of the East End station (23223) 
there occurred the greatest number of cases of emotional abuse and 
neglect and of physical neglect as well, The cases of sexual abuse 
involving a member of the family structure that the Family Crisis 
Center treated in 1980 occurred in the following areas: East End 
Station (23223), Southside Station (23224) and Forest Hill Station 
(23225), For the category of prevention treatment the highest frequency 
of cases was located in the area of Saunders Station (23220), 
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Saunders Station (23220), East End Station (23223) and the Montrose 
Heights Station (23231) areas were the locations of the three sexual 
abuse cases in 1980 involving an outside individual. As can be seen, 
the greatest area of activity is around the East End Station (23223)--
16.7% of all families having parenting problems live near there. However, 
considering the fact that 25.7% of the data was missing, any trends 
apparent must be viewed with caution. Further research into the areas 
of greatest problems would be interesting. (For a better idea of the 
location of these areas, please refer to the map of zipcodes which is 
located in Appendix D of this paper.) 
27. A Contingency Table of Presenting Problem by Income Level 
0-
3,999 
4,000-
5,999 
6,000-
8,999 
9,000-
11,999 
12,000-
13 ,999 
14,000-
15,999 
16,000 
and over 
Physical Abuse 6 6 5 0 1 0 
Emotional Abuse 7 1 7 2 0 0 Neglect 
Physical 4 2 3 0 1 0 Neglect 
Sexual 0 1 0 0 2 1 Abuse - F 
Prevention 11 6 7 5 1 1 
Sexual 
Abuse - 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Note, Number of Missing Cases: 19 
In 1980, primary parents who earned or received between O and 5,999 
dollars a year were involved in the greatest number of physical abuse 
cases. The greatest number of primary parents in emotional abuse and 
neglect cases received or earned annually an income of between O and 
1 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
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3,999 or 6,000 and 8,999 dollars. From Oto 3,999 dollars annually was 
the income received or earned by the greatest number of primary parents 
involved in physical neglect cases. The greatest number of sexual 
abuse cases involving a family member occurred in families whose annual 
income was between 12,000 and 13,999 dollars. Primary parents who 
earned or received from Oto 3,999 dollars annually were involved in 
the greatest number of cases of prevention treatment. Between 14,000 
and 15,999 dollars annually was the income received or earned by the 
primary parent involved in the sexual abuse case with an outside 
individual. As noted before, it should be kept in mind that no distinction 
is made between income earned or received through an agency. Also, even 
though some trends may be apparent (e.g. more cases of abuse or 
potential for abuse occurring in families of a low annual income level), 
this contingency table should be reviewed with caution since 18.1% of 
the data was missing. 
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Carl D, Rilee 
Assistant Executive Director 
Family and Children's Services of Richmond 
1518 Willow I.awn Drive 
Richmond, VA. 
Dear Mr. Rilee: 
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P. 0. Box 5282 W. c. 
University of Richmond, VA. 23173 
January 25, 1981 
My work at the Family Crisis Center will consist of an evaluation concerning 
the type of individuals who use this service. By using the records that are 
kept of the clients I will be able to provide Family Crisis Center with a 
profile of the type of individual who comes to the center. Depending upon 
the type of information available, I will be able to provide Family Crisis 
Center with a variety of demographic information including such things as 
socio-economic level, race, age, marital status, job status, etc. Also, if 
records are kept as to the length of stay with Family Crisis Center, the 
volunteer's perceptions of the family, or evaluation of the treatment pro-
vided, expectancy tables can also be done to provide the center with a means 
to project success with one type of client as compared to another type of 
client. The actual amount of data and subse~uent interpretations that I will 
be able to make will depend upon the amount of information that is available 
to me. 
I would like to work two or three days a week (Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday) 
for several hours each day collecting the necessary data. The projected date 
for the completion of data collection is Friday, February 27, 1981. The in-
formation will then be coded and data punched onto computer cards. Through 
the use of the University of Richmond's computer center, I will be able to 
run all the necessary programs and obtain the desired information. I plan to 
have the computer program written up and completed by Friday, March 6, 1981. 
Upon obtaining the print outs from the computer I plan to analyze and inter-
pret the data. This analyzation and interpretation of the data will result 
in a written paper. A rough draft of this paper will be completed by Monday, 
April 6, 1981 for submission to Dr. L. James Tromater fo~ revision. A final 
copy will then be written and completed by Monday, April 20, 1981. Two copies 
of this final paper will be made: one for the use of Family Crisis Center and 
one to be given to Dr. Tromater, Associate Professor of Psychology, as my 
Honors Project in Psychology. 
Yours sincerely, 
Susan L. Hitchcock 
~ichard Long 
Executive Director 
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P, 0, Box 5282 w. C. 
University of Richmond, VA. 
February 4, 1981 
Family and Children's Services of Richmond 
1518 Willow Lawn Drive' 
Richmond, VA, 
Dear Mr. Long: 
Th following guidelines will be adhered to during the course of 
my Honors work done .at Family and Children's Services of Richmond: 
1, Any information that has been placed 
into the computer will be destroyed. 
2, All computer print-outs will become 
the property of Family and Children's 
Services of Richmond. 
3. The computer print-outs .will be made 
available for analysis and then returned 
to the agency for disposition. 
4. A rough draft of my written work will 
be submitted to Family and Children's 
Services of Richmond for approval and 
review. 
If there are any questions, please feel free.,to contact me at the 
above address or by calling 282-7390, 
Yours sincerely, 
Susan L. Hitchcock 
Appendix B 
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Marital Status 
S, D, W, M, Un.C 
J\ge Range 
below 18 
18 - 20 
21 - 30 
31 - 49 
50 - nbove 
Income Level 
0 - 3, 'J')<J 
4,000 - 5,999 
6,000 - 8, 9'J') 
9,000 - 11, 99') 
12,000 - 13,999 
14,000 - 15,999 
16,000 - above 
,c:ve] of Pd mary Chi 1 d 
Infant - 0-12 month!, 
Pre-school - 1-5 
School Age - G-12 
Adolescents - ]3-17 
# of Service Hours 
Vol untN!r 
Social Worker 
Group 
Location 
Richmond Cjty 
Hanover 
Henrico 
Chesterfield 
Other 
FM!ILY CBISIS CENTEH 
Clil 1 nt nata Bas(~ 
Demographic Profile 
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1980 
S<~X of !\cti.vc Parent 
:'-1.:tl(', Female 
.... or Children 
l, ~. J, 4, 5, 6, and over 
Focus 
T'hy'.; ic,11 ,"\buse 
1-:mo t ion al l\busc/Neg lcct 
Sexu,11 i\busc (Fumily) 
S"'Xuu 1 l\huse (other) 
l'n'vvnt ion (lliqh risk, potential) 
H.\CE 
nluck 
White 
i\sian 
t)thc'r 
Edue:ll ional Level 
l·:ll'111. lt'Vl~l 
II 
Iii qh !~chool 
1-G 
7-9 
9-12 
l'o 1 l t''l(~ l;radu.:1 tc 
rieyon<.1 Col lcge 
Tcl'lm ical School 
,Job Status 
employed, unemployed 
'/.ip Code 
~3219 23225 
~3220 23226 
23221 23227 
2]?.22 23228 
:2]223 23229 
23224 23230 
Instructions for Comp1P1 i 1111/IIL'<l.'1t· i nq M.i:;t l't C'.inl 
--~----• ...... ·----· ·--·~ ----- ·-- .... - --
Please refer to ,1tt.1d1cd dat.a hcJ:,e. 
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1) Cl1mpletc all inforrn:-ition ;it; the tinll) tlHi L1mi..ly w;1s referred for 
treatment. 
2) Under "Focus" 
by a sln~h lo 
treatment. 
please :q)('t•ify "l'u,:a•td:inq Problem" first:, followed 
indic:.J.te proh]1,,n wl1ich m.ty lt;ivc lwc:ome knnwn during 
Ex-1mph!: l'hy:~ ic;11 Nl'Y. - Sexual i\bu~;c 
3) Identify pri m.1ry parent by a dwck. 
4} Identify primary c:hi1d(n~n) by a check. 
5) Number of Servi co hour:; is not . .l!'P l icab 1 t' Lo wrn·kc!rs. 
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\ FS \ \ 
SURNAME 
ADDRESS 
DATE INCOMING NEW LAST TERM 
I. 
II. 
Ill. 
IV. 
MAN Sex BIRTH 
l. 
WOMAN 
2. 
CHILDREN 
J. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
OTHERS 
8. 
9. 
NAME OF GUARDIAN 
TYPE 
R=RUNAWAY 
T=THROWAWAY 
E=EMANCIPATE0 
WPC=WITH0UT PARENTAL CUSTODY 
\ HCS Code \ 
Second I / incoming I Worker In Month RECORD NO. 
FIRST NAME Office THIS PROGRAM 
Primary Worker Second Worker 
LOCALITY Telephone INDEX OF OTHER PROGRAMS 
I SVC: SVC: SVC: SVC: 
ZIP Date: Date: Date: Date: 
I WKR: WKR: WKR: WKR: 
SOURCE OF APPLICATION FOCUS SVC REASON TR DATE TERM TOT.FEES TOT. 
CONT. CAT. SVC. TERM 
WHERE OCCUPATION BIRTHPLACE RACE RELIGION Ci
tizen Resident EDUCATION 
l=HOME 1 0 YES 1 0 YES 
2=AWAY 2 0 NO ,•2 0 NO 
ID YES 1 0 YES 
2 0 NO 2 0 NO 
EMPLOYER Fam.Member INCOME FEE SET (Date Chng) MARITAL STATUS 
IO MC 2 0 UC 3OW .. D DES .. 
5 0 DIV 6 0 SEP 70s a O OTtf 
MARRIAGE DATE 
PRIMARY FOCUS OF SERVICE REASON FOR TERMIN
ATION 
I Family and Individual Relationships I Tel. or Corr. Only with Fam
ily 
l __ Marital Relationship 
or Contact on Behalf of Family 
2 __ Parent-Child Relationship or Relationships of Individual Child under 
l __ Family Did Not Follow Thru 
18 2 __ Referred Elsewhere
 
Rel. Head J __ Other Family Relationships or Relationships of Individual Adults 3 __ Presenting Request or Need Met bY STATUS 
4 __ ToTal Family Relationships 
Agency 
- • CARRY OVER II Environmental or Situatiunal Conditions 
4 __ Report Given on Terminated 
R = RECURRENT 5 __ Financial Difficulty 
Service 
N = NEW 6 __ PhysiCdl Illness or Handicap 
5 __ Inquiry Made for Out-Of-Town 
Agency 
0 = OLD 7 __ 
Mental Illness 6 __ service Not Available 
8 __ Intellectual Retardation II In-Person lntervlew(s) with Family 
9 __ Arrangements for Physical Care of Family Member 7 __ Referred Elsewhere 
10 __ Other Environmental or Situational Condition 8 __ service Terminated by Casework 
Ill Other Plan 
11 __ Report Given on Terminated Service 9 __ Family Withdrew or Terminated 
12 ___ lnauiry Made for Out-Of•Town Agency service 
10 Further Service not Possible 
Oasis House Codes: CATEGORY OF SERVICE AT TE
RMINATION 
REFERRAL SOURCE RESIDENCE 
__ Tel. or Corr. Only with Fam. 
LPELOCAL POLICE SP=STATE L•LOCAL 
THRU 
OA=OTHER AGENCY R=RADIO S·STATE 
__ one In-Pers. Interview with Fam. CONTACT 
N=NEWSPAPER O=OTHER OS=OUT OF STATE __ 2-5 In-Pers. Int. with Fam. WITH-
RJC=RICH. JUV. COURT HJC=HEN. JUV. COURT 
__ 6 or more In-Pers. Int. with Fam. FAMILY 
__ Thru Contact on behalf of Family 
tj 
CD 
l3 
0 
~ 
-t::""~ 
(X)~ 
Q 
8' 
a, 
I-'· 
I-' 
CD 
HOURS OF PREVIOUS SERVICE 
10 MIN. TIME UNITS 
✓ 
IP: GROUP: If ✓ 
WHOM ✓ Out If DATE WORKER CONTACTED If IP Ti>I Coll. Grp. Of Fee Conc-s. Offire Chgd 
---
i 
' 
---
-
·------- ~--
--· 
- -
-
-
RECORD NO. FEE: 
DATE REF. CHARGES PAYMENTS BALANCE DUE 
------
---- ------- - 1------- --
--
-----
f--
-· 
~--
I--•-----· 
t----------
---
--------
1---------
CODE: 
i 
L 
'------ ·-- >----
---------
PLEASE PAY LAST AMOUNT SHOWN -------.J 
TEAR OFF BOTTOM SECTION AND RETURN WITH PAYMENT 
SERVICE: ___________ _ 
FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICE OF RICHMOND, INC. 
1518 Willow Lawn Drive 
Richmond, Virginia 23230 
AMOUNT OF 
PAYMENT 
$ 
7 
_J 
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RICH ONO CITY 
,._p.TES POST'y 
~~~-~·--. ~ 
"" J ;o !: ,. < 
z ..., ..... ;::; 
::> U.S.MAIL rn 
. -- . 
. . .. . . . .. 
J 
-~>-j' t:-7--=+~!:.....-:-_;i'.'....!~~~~ --- .Clio 
IIIOlOTH;,u, 
ZIP CODES FOR NEARBY COMMUNITIES 
Ashland ........ 23005 
Beaverdam ...... 23015 
Charles City .... 23010 
Chesler . 23831 
Cheslerfield .... 23832 
Colonial Heigh!s 238H 
Glen Allen ...... 23060 
Highland Springs 23075 
Hopewell . . 23860 
Mana\in. Sabot . 23103 
Mechanicsville .. 23111 
Midlothian .. 23113 
Pete11burg ... 23803 
Powhatan . 231 J? 
Providence Forge 231'40 
Quinton . . 231 '4 I 
Rod,ille 231'46 
Sand,ton 23150 
Univ,,nity of 
Rich1Ttond 21173 
West Point ...... 23181 
7671-1 © Tho Ch•,apenke and Potomac 
Tt'ltghone Company of Vlroinia HH!O 
R1ch,nond, Va .... c 
2 841 
Need adarhonal 
ZIPCODE 
infbnnafton? 
call 782-2142 
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Mtitw SFiii AW&W e ,,. 
ZIP CODES 
Postmaster 
RICHMOND MAIN OFFICE 
180 I Brook Rd.. 23232 
,..,,..., ...... , . 
(23234) 
t 
·=· 
(23223), 
(23230 : 
I 
I , 
, 
# 
.,. 
., 
_ ... 
I , 
, 
• , .,,,..~ .... 
, 
Help Us 
Help You 
Use Zip Cod~I 
